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Abstract 
Crisis of culture is integral part of contemporary society which is caused by inability of men to consult 
and live in accordance with conscience and moral sense which ought to be cultivated in human 
consciousness for healthy conduct of the lives but is not due to the unjust social settings which are 
created mainly by legislative authority and are deteriorative for human nature. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Summary  
The argument of the project follows that social culture is in crisis and has been at the stage of sickness 
prior to it. Cultural society is understood as a society members of which obtain and cultivate moral 
sense and live according to it. It is argued that social setting that led to inability of men to live according 
to morality is caused by unjust laws which in their turn create preconditions in which moral sense 
cannot be cultivated in human conscience. The project uncovers the essence of such notions as culture 
justice and morality and constructs an argument with support of theoretical premises and proofs. 
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Problem definition is always a problem 
Crisis of culture is integral part of contemporary society which is caused by inability of men to consult 
and live in accordance with conscience (moral intuition).  
Main working question 
The questions were concerned with definitions and essence of the concepts used in the report in order 
to obtain a clear definition of the problem and to construct an argument. 
What is crisis? What is culture? What is the role and duty of the government what is justice? do we live 
in a just society?  
Aims and objectives 
The main aim is to get an insight into the cause of the crisis. 
Dimensions 
Philosophy and science: the main theoretical basis of the project is concerned with essence of justice for 
uncovering of which several philosophical ides are inquired into. 
Subjectivity and learning: the project touches upon the formation and rearing of a subject in the social 
settings. 
Text and sign: some semiotics is implemented, hopefully not to be seen as semantics (verbiage). 
Methodology 
The project corresponds in a various ways: 
An argument where the claims is supported by the premises and theoretical proofs 
A discussion which reader is expected to engage in and construct his own opinion  
Contemplation and meditation which hopefully is not to be seen as insinuation 
Literature review 
The theoretical basis of the project is based on the literature of secondary source. The main book that 
was used for uncovering the essence of the notion of justice is Political Thinkers from Socrates to the 
present. This book was chosen as provides wide comprehensive and detailed account of the theories 
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concerning justice. This book was used at the advanced course of political science. Commentators of the 
book regard it as a great achievement and a must for every student of political though. Such 
acknowledgements allowed us to assume that it would be reasonable enough to cover various chapters 
of the book in order to get a wide knowledge of the theory of justice. Having only two people in the 
group it would be hard to use primary sources of a range of philosophers and make a better and more 
quality interpretation of them than it is done by the professors of political theory. The main theoretic 
background of the project in regard to justice is based on the ideas of David Hume and John Rawls. The 
only theoretical basis that was required to formulate and construct the argument of the report is 
concerned with justice, for as the main claim of the argument is that the legal system of justice (legally 
secured laws) deviates and does not reflect the essence of the idea of justice itself, which hopefully have 
been achieved. 
In order not to be accused of plagiarism it should also be noted that the explanation of the theories of 
Hume and Rawls are provided in close proximity to source in order to escape fallacy and loss of coherent 
sense which could happen by interpretation and paraphrase of the theory which is already presented in 
the book via interpretation.  
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Introduction 
Anything that a human comes up with (a thought, sensation  or an action) whether it makes sense for 
another person or not, is by the fact of happening true and right. There is a reason (a cause) behind 
every action. A person’s actions are justified by having a reason (a cause) behind it. A person does not 
mean to harm himself in any actions performed, unless he aims at doing so. A person can be excused on 
the grounds that his actions were justified by himself as the best ones at the time when performed.  
Judging a person actions as right and wrong, good or bad can be done only in relation to other’s person, 
on whom the action was performed, opinion of these deeds. The person’s actions can be seen as bad or 
wrong only in another person’s view, not in the view of the free agent at the time of performing the 
deed. Being born into a community, family at first, a person’s well being and health, as well as 
communities, is dependent to a large degree on the interrelation of people. In order for the community 
to be healthy, people in the community ought to perform actions that do not harm or corrupt their 
peers and themselves.  
Justice and culture 
The constitution of the country along with the consequential legal system of justice determines the 
organisation and practices of social institutions as well as the course of everyday live. The constitution of 
the country is the base for the legal system which in turn defines the laws according to which the social 
organism ought to function. The fundament for the constitution and the laws is the norms and 
conventions that people adhered to and acted upon which once been secured by the legal act to sustain 
the social order. There is a difference between system of justice or the legal system, which imposes the 
rules according to which all institutions of social organisation have to be structured; and justice in itself, 
what it is in essence, be it an idea, a construction of human thought or a conception. The legal system of 
justice does not prevent unjust behaviour. This means that the society which is organised in accordance 
to the law produces or rears the individuals who behave unjustly. This means that the social settings 
created by legal system of justice foster injustice and therefore are unjust as well as the legal system 
itself. The legal system, tries to patch up itself with the consequential system of prosecution and 
jurisprudence, they are the products of the legal system. Interestingly enough the legal system only 
recognises the wrongdoing and tries to prevent it by prosecuting people and posing an example for the 
rest. It can be viewed as a tyrannical dictatorial rule of law based on instilling fear. The system fails to 
recognise or unwilling to recognise its own fundamental failures in creating just and fair conditions of 
life. There is a difference between forced propagation or implantation of certain norms and cultivation 
of true, veritable and genuine values.  
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The norms and conventions together with common values comprise the culture of the community. 
When unwritten rules and norms are naturalised to our existence and deeply embedded in our 
consciousness they create common sense that is shared among the members of a community. A person 
may be unaware of his cultural habits and trends of behaviour which are specific for a particular culture.  
Societies organise themselves around the same practises which are concerned with preservation 
sustaining and development of the community which include satisfying of physical, social, psychological 
and spiritual needs. The only aspect the practices are different in is the way of how they are performed. 
This is what makes culture different from one another. Culture in this way can be considered as the way 
the things are done. Cultural relativism states that cultures can be different from one another; however, 
they still fulfil and satisfy the same human needs of physio- psycho- socio- spiritual- dimensions. Culture 
can only be created where there is a social organisation.  
In other words the role of culture and its functions are of the same significance for all communities. 
When a person is part of the culture the norms and values that he adheres to become taken for granted 
and unquestioned. One could say that culture is the collective unconscious and unique social spirit so to 
speak. 
Cultura etymological means cultivation of the soul. It can be interpreted as cultivation of the inner light 
of goodness and cultivation of virtues and morals.  
In this way, values, conventions, beliefs, norms and practices that a society holds on to form a culture as 
well as the legal system.  Values, conventions and norms in turn ought to be ethically and morally 
correct; as in order for the society to be sustainable and healthy the members of a community have to 
develop some understanding of what is healthy and good for the collective and for an individual and act 
accordingly. One could argue that morals and ethics are not universal and subject to a specific culture. 
However, there are several ideas which state the opposite. The golden rule and Kant’s principle of 
categorical imperative for example indicate to the contrary. Additionally it can be argued in favour of 
universability of morals that as we are all humans, what is good and healthy for us must be the same for 
all.  
Following our deliberation we can say that ethics and morals base the fundament of culture and justice. 
It should be noted, that today the system of justice forms the culture to a large extent. In relation to 
this, should be repeated that the system of justice fails to conform to ethics and morals. Therefore 
somewhere in history there was a flaw in adjusting the legal system in coherence with morals and social 
practices.  
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Being reared in the heterogeneous society of today we blindly follow the path of distorted conceptions 
of healthy life and faulty conventions which deteriorate us as human beings. Ignorance and exaggerated 
egoism point out to the fact that we forgot the value of dignity and one’s true worth. Today’s crisis is 
not just economic it s the crisis of culture. Educational system is concerned with training a person to 
become a component of the rusty ungreased social mechanism, rather than with cultivation of moral 
and virtuous individual worthy to be called human. It is the crisis of conscience, as we fail to consult our 
conscience for guiding our actions which resulted in us being unscrupulous. It is crisis in consciousness. 
Being conditioned to respond to the circumstances in accordance with the demands of the social system 
we fail to critically evaluate our actions and effects of them. Our consciousness is patterned; there is an 
accepted way we are expected to behave in. An alternative is viewed as odd or radical. 
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Clarification of the terms and the argument 
The terms words and concepts that are used in the text do not deviate from the definitions given in 
dictionaries and or from the used in everyday speech. One word might have various meanings; it is the 
matter of the context that creates a particular meaning of a word.  
Therefore if such word as Reason is used, it is about being able to select the meaning which is consistent 
with the context. I rely on readers’ common sense and intelligence; otherwise I would have to provide a 
copy of the lexicon in order to make the text intelligible for the reader. In some sentences the word is to 
be understood in direct as well as in the inverted sense. 
If I say “there is a reason behind every action”. We can discuss at the exam if it is wrong to formulate it 
this way, or whether the statement as a claim is wrong. However, since language allows it to be 
expressed this way I see no problem in putting it this way in the first place. 
The main aim of the report is to get a fair evaluation on the matter of consistency and coherence of the 
argument and receive feedback.  
Argument and ideas expressed in the project are concerned with further listed and explained concepts 
notions and terms. In order to avoid confusion some of them are to be clarified. 
Crisis – turning point in the disease. http://www.etymonline.com/index.php?term=crisis 
Economy - οἰκονοµία ("household management") (wiki). Today the management is extended to the scale 
of a state and is internationally interdependent. 
Government is etymologically is defined as management from Latin, and piloting and guiding from 
Greek. 
Virtue, morality, ethics, justice, fairness and righteousness are all interrelated notions. A virtuous person 
is necessarily morally and ethically correct, just fair and righteous. 
Conscience – a moral sense of right and wrong, healthy and inimical; an ability of a man to realize moral 
control and self-evaluation in accordance with allowances and taboos. 
Culture – an aspect of a healthy society where moral sense is cultivated in the members.  
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Since the semester theme is Crisis, the ideas and arguments are constructed around this notion. The 
proclaimed, declared economical crisis implies as seen from the etymology of the word that the 
economy has been at the stage of sickness prior to it. 
Economy is the business of the government. It is the role of the government to create social structure 
that would produce social conditions and organization that are healthy, fair and just in respect of the 
citizen. It is important to note that the government itself is indispensable part and moreover the base of 
the social structure. Social organization and conditions are tied to the economy. 
Today economy is downgraded to trade, and trade is about profit and accumulation of wealth, unlike 
fair exchange, redistribution and reallocation of the resources and goods, this leads to social and 
economical inequalities among states and individuals which is sot fair as it will be argued further. 
The problem of contemporary society and the cause of the crisis as it is seem by the authors of the 
project is in the practices and existence of the government as it is today. 
The crisis resulted out of the failure of the government to construct balanced, coherent, just, fair and 
healthy social relations. Simply, if it’s the government’s role to provide the conditions for healthy lives of 
the citizens it is their failure that the conditions of life are not just and immoral. Moreover, since the 
government is entangled, embedded in and deeply sunk into the socio-political settings they themselves 
created throughout the ages they have no means and are unable to solve the problems of the society, 
for as they are unable to think outside the box. 
The danger is that the subjects reared in this society are perhaps unintentionally “educated” and 
cultivated to think and behave along the established norms and conventions failing to recognize and 
differentiate between what is just and virtuous and so on and what is not. That is why the main sickness 
of today’s society is seen in the inability of the people to consult the conscience in conducting their life 
which resulted due to the society being not totally cultural. 
Therefore the existence of the government as it is now and constitution of the state as it is now, that 
government protects, is the problem itself.  
Today’s crisis is the result of the structural and ideological fallacy, that the government is blindly 
entangled  in, that the government created by creating itself, and that resulted from itself; government 
is trying to solve the crisis from within the established structure, not being able to see that that they and 
the structure are the problem themselves (governments). The problem in the base is the existence of 
the government itself and social structure.  
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Today government is the establishment and an authority which has power and rules, in some cases 
reigns over in direct as well as in figurative sense.  
However, only people who can govern themselves can be governed. Meaning only people who can 
organise, arrange and manage their own affairs successfully and well can be helped and supported in 
doing it better with provisions of the government. 
Today’s social structure is unjust and unadjusted to human nature and distorts human health.  
Human suffering, as it is caused by people’s own detrimental action, actions of others which are 
determined by contents of the mind consciousness and unconsciousness,   which is dependent on 
experience and the way of life, which is dependent to a large extent on social environment and 
conditions in particular due to the absence of culture, needs to be eliminated by changing peoples’ 
contents of the mind which is to be achieved only by reforming the social settings and raising the 
culture. 
Justice is to be exercised in accordance with fairness, propriety, rightfulness, correctness, and truth. The 
rulers do the opposite and then try to solve created problems. One provocative question may arise; 
what the government aims at in the first place. Justice as it is today is not one with fairness and 
therefore has no right to be called justice 
An inquiry into the essence of justice with reference to some ancient philosophers and also Hume and 
Rawls are to be made in support of the claims stated above.   
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Pre-Socratic philosophers Socrates and Plato on justice  
Ideas of justice expressed by ancient philosophers and sophists are still valid for consideration in a 
contemporary society. So for example Protagoras who was a sophist was a sophist was of a convention 
that Political skill can be taught. In his view “... to behave politically, respecting other people, accepting 
obligations to them, and acting justly, is indispensable if people are to live together in a city; it must be 
possessed and acted upon by everyone in the city.”1 This knowledge is not natural or innate but must be 
learned and passed on. Moreover, Protagoras was convinced that “... there cannot possibly be anyone 
who does not in some way or other share in Justice or else he cannot exist among human beings.”2 In 
other words it means that people share a somewhat common and approximately the same conception 
of justice for as social bonds bind due to it. Protagoras claimed that in order to construct and build social 
relations from which each and everyone benefits society norms must rest on justice. “Only acting justly 
benefits you and the others otherwise you cannot belong to a society and cannot gain benefits of others 
being just to you.”3 
Trasymachus held a different opinion regarding justice. In the eyes of commentators he expressed views 
of a tyrant. To him norms of justice are constructed by the dominant people of the society who have 
power to make laws benefiting exclusively themselves. “The stronger dominates the weaker and makes 
laws favouring themselves.”4 In contemporary “democratic” settings it appears that he majority gains 
the authority to decide what rules and laws are to be legitimised which always happens in their 
exclusive interest and the minority views stay disregard. This is why sometimes democracy is called 
dictatorship of the majority. In such society those people who this laws do not suit or who disagrees 
with the state of legal affairs is going to benefit if he rejects the laws and lives according to his own 
believes and conceptions thereby inevitably breaking the laws and behaving unjustly.“Justice is the 
interest of the stronger and sensible men avoid it.”5 In this understanding of justice is reduced to simply 
being the rules and laws of the society, which never really reflect or resonate with the true essence of 
justice. in this way his claim that “Justice is nothing other than the advantage of the stronger”6 is fairly 
justified. “A just man always gets less that the unjust one” and “doing injustice always outweighs 
suffering injustice”.7 
                                                          
1 Peter Nicholson as in Bucher and Kelly p.33 
2 ibid 
3 ibid 
4 Ibid p.37 
5 Peter Nicholson as in Boucher and Kelly p.37 
6 ibid 
7 ibid 
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Antiphon got closer to the understanding of justice as such as for him, “We suffer harm and punishment 
when we break the law of covenant and behave unjustly only when we are witnessed, but we 
unavoidably suffer pain if we break the laws of nature.”8 It means that covenant artificial laws are very 
often in contrast and in contradiction with the laws of nature which men are always subject to.  “Most 
things that are just according to law are inimical to nature”.9 For example it is lawful to consume alcohol, 
but it always s at least to a miner extent affect the health of the drinker or his sober thinking which can 
sometimes lead to more harm. Also antiphon points out that (legal) justice does not prevent unjust 
behaviour and does not protect nor secure from suffering injustice. In fact when the rules set out by the 
lawgivers create immoral deteriorative for human health social settings they can cultivate immoral and 
unjust (in all respects) behaviour and character.  
Socrates the first philosopher, as he is often regarded as, concluded that virtue is knowledge if we know 
what is right we shall perform right actions. “Our right action are based on our knowledge, wrong acts 
must spring from ignorance, rather from a will that intends evil.”10 Therefore a wise person is always 
moderate and just. He applied elenchus – “a way of searching for the truth in which the genuine moral 
beliefs of one’s interlocutors are tested and, if necessary, refuted”.11 And one of the objects of elenchus 
is to combine philosophical understandings with a therapeutic reformation of one’s life. In other words 
a person must seek for truth or knowledge which is one this inevitably leads to a person just and healthy 
course of his life. 
Plato agrees with Protagoras that a political skill can be taught, but argues that it is a specialist expertise 
that can be learned by only by that tiny minority with the appropriate natural ability, and that politics 
should be controlled and run by these people exclusively. It could be argued whether there is such 
innate ability or natural endowment that would best suit the studying of a politics and philosophy. 
However, it is not a secret for anyone that each person has his vocation and a calling for a specific line of 
occupation – the discipline that he/she is most interested in and capable of professing it, it is the matter 
of revealing and bringing it to light. it is the philosophers who can gain the truth for as they are the ones 
who seek for it, and be virtuous and just it is the philosophers-kings as Plato thinks that are best suited 
for and ought to rule and guide the society.12 
 
 
                                                          
8 Ibid 40 
9 ibid 
10 Frederick Rosen as in Boucher and Kelly p.51 
11 Ibid p.52 
12 C.D.C. Reeve as in Boucher and Kelly 
14 
 
 
15 
 
Hume explained 
In order to provide a comprehensive account of Hume’s understanding of justice it is vital to be 
consistent with his own line of thought, therefore the ideas regarding epistemology from which the 
argument on justice follow are to be viewed in some detail. The explanation of Hume’s idea of justice is 
based on the quotes and extracts from the text of Paul Kelly in order not to lose the correctness of the 
idea which can happen in deliverance and interpretation of it. It is done consciously and deliberately in 
order to escape fallacy in introducing the theory; so that the reader’s awareness of the theory is 
approximated to that of the students. The discussion and analysis of the theory is provided below the 
explanation. 
Ideas and impressions 
According to Hume the Contents of the mind resolve or transform themselves into either ideas or 
impressions. To be exact, Impressions are the direct deliverance of the senses – experiences such as 
distant, red, hot etc. Hume differentiates Ideas which are the stuff of thought and Impressions which are 
the direct deliverance of experience either of the external world or the imagination and passions.  “In 
this way ideas that mould the human consciousness spring out from impressions, for as a person cannot 
have an idea of red without some impression or perception of a red thing.”13  
Reason in this respect does not generate or produce ideas and therefore knowledge; it merely 
establishes relations and connections between ideas, it is restricted to matters of the relation between 
ideas, matters of fact, and number. “A person cannot have knowledge of that which cannot be found in 
his experience.” “The concept of truth applies only to the relation between ideas or between ideas and 
real existence.”14  
“Hume reliance on the passions transforms his account of moral distinctions from things that are the 
deliverance of reason to things that are properly felt; the later are original sensations complete in 
themselves and are prior to reason.”15  
Their completeness is obtained from the fact that they are feelings or original sensations that do not 
refer to the objects beyond themselves, in the way that judgements about redness or heat do. In this 
respect it turns out that moral distinctions such praise or blame are sentiments or feelings. 
                                                          
13 Paul Kelly p228 
14 Ibid p.230 
15 Ibid  
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“Hume provides a purely naturalistic theory of moral distinctions and sentiments, analysis of moral 
terms, and explanation of moral motivation in terms of desire, interest, or the sensation of pleasure or 
pain.”16 
“Humes gives an account of the origin and normative force of our moral judgements without recourse 
to elaborate and complex theories of moral sense, rational intuition, or the existence of natural 
normative law.”17 Morality is concerned with judgements of pleasure and pain. It is the feeling 
(impression) which gives rise to judgements in aesthetics and morality. 
Moral judgements and values originate not in reason or our cognitive capacity but in the passions. 
Passions can be treated or judged as wise or foolish, praiseworthy or blameworthy, but not true of false. 
“Hume wishes to reserve the concepts of moral approbation or praise for virtues of character rather 
that state of affairs”18. The object of moral judgement is not the state of affairs but virtues of character. 
Distinction between facts and values provides the basis for naturalistic theory of morality that accounts 
for moral judgements in terms of feelings of pleasure and pain rooted in the passions. 
Artificial virtues, and of public interest. 
Artificial virtues are dependent on conventions of public interest. Justice is an artificial virtue. Justice is 
understood as giving somebody his due. Virtue is an aspect of character that elicit pleasurable feelings 
and the consequent judgement of approval. Vices elicit painful feelings and consequent judgement of 
disapproval.  
Cause of sentiments 
Hume does not claim that individuals are natural altruists with a natural motivation to pursue the 
interests of others impartially. “People tend to be partial to their own interest and judge the propriety 
of acts of justice in relation to that interest”19. 
Human partiality is such that individuals will not naturally tend to bear the burdens of impartiality that 
the idea of justice elicits.  
Private benevolence or the feeling of sympathy towards those we care about or approve of, will take us 
as far as feeling an obligation towards some people’s property. 
                                                          
16 Ibid p.231 
17 ibid 
18 Kelly p.232 
19 Ibid p.233 
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For as obligations of justice cannot be found in the simple natural motive of private benevolence 
because of the fact of human partiality, then it must be concluded that justice is not a natural virtue. 
Justice as an artificial virtue is one that depends on human artifices of education and conventions. 
Artificial virtues are praiseworthy motives and character traits that are inculcated by education in order 
to sustain institutions from which all benefit however from which not everyone benefit equally and all of 
the time. In absence of those institutions, these artificial virtues would be irrelevant. As they are 
inculcated to sustain institutions from which people do not benefit equally and all of the time, these 
virtues cannot be reduced to some private or personal interest even if that concept is stretched to 
include interest of some others. Instead the idea of public interest is used to extend our concern beyond 
those to whom we are naturally tied to by feeling of sympathy.  
A Virtue concepts are not derived from the fabric of the universe: either they are rooted in the natural 
sentiments of sympathy and benevolence, or they are derived from the artifices of convention and 
education to sustain some institution that serves public rather that private interest and partial interest. 
Conventions 
Conventions are rules that regulate conduct. Convention of property regulate the way in which 
each one of us relates to possessions of others. The key to conventions is the source of their 
authority, or that in virtue of which they become rules. Commonality of interest is enough to create 
conformity of behaviour. The shared common interest gives a reason to act in a particular way. 
Conventions bind because they embody common interest and purpose; that is sufficient to give them an 
obligation creating or normative force. Virtue of justice depends on the idea of property. Key convention 
is in idea or reciprocity. 
Each person recognizes that he has an interest in respecting the property of the others provided that 
others recognise a similar interest. This recognition of a common interest gives rise to convention on 
which stability of possession and ownership depends. The recognition of a common interest is enough 
to provide authority of a convention. Promises and contract are redundant in face of common interest. 
Promises therefore cannot be an original source of obligation either to respect property or to create 
society. Whatever convergence of interest is necessary to legitimise a promise is sufficient to legitimise 
a government.  
“Hume provides a Critique of epistemology that sustains natural law and natural right arguments and a 
critique of contractarianism on the grounds that promises do not create obligation but depend on pre-
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existing conventions and rules.”20 Conventions provide the basis of obligation by establishing a 
commonality of interest as the basis of our sense of obligation and consequently our judgements of 
right and justice. 
Natural interests are always limited and partial and we need education and convention to extend them. 
Origin of property is rooted in the hostility of man’s external natural condition. Our natural condition is 
that of scarcity: the world will not provide all the things we want all the time, and this creates 
competition. The need to overcome competition leads us to translate possession into ownership.  This 
transformation arises out of a mutual recognition of the benefits of allowing each to enjoy the benefits 
of their possessions in return for a reciprocal recognition of others’ similar possession.21 The recognition 
of reciprocal secure enjoyment is the basis of property rights. This convention gives rights to the 
artificial notion of public interest. 
Conventions of justice develop to reinforce the convergence of interest and support the public interest 
when it conflicts with our private interest. The rules of justice grow out of the practice of property and 
reinforce it. The motive to act justly is based on our public interest in the benefits that result from 
secure system of private property. We have to learn to act justly; hence it cannot be a natural virtue. 
That a distribution of property is grossly unequal is irrelevant to the question of the legitimacy of the 
distribution or, more importantly, to the question of justice.  
“Rules of justice are always internal to a system of property and not external criteria that can be applied 
to judge whether a distribution of property rights is, itself, legitimate.”22Responsibility of the 
government is to secure and maintain property. 
The Passions dictate our actions, and in their untutored state these passions are self-reflective, applying 
egoistically or at best taking account of the interests of those near to us. The natural sanctions of non-
cooperation with defectors will give people a general reason for complying with the rules of justice. An 
interest in reputation and the need for reciprocity is enough to give the normative force of promises, 
even without the existence of an external lawgiver threatening physical punishment. Government is an 
educative institution that extends our identification and sympathy to those with whom we are not in 
direct relationship of mutual cooperation.23 
                                                          
20 Ibid p.235 
21 ibid 
22 Ibid p.237 
23 ibid 
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Discussing Hume 
Hume’s theory is consistent and coherent and easy to understand. It is the theory which it is hard to say 
that it is correct and viable only on its own terms. However, Hume brings about arguments which are 
relevant for our discussion; and notions that require attention and revision. 
So, for example it is peculiar to note that Hume’s understanding of idea departs or deviates from the 
platonic understanding of the idea24. Today, we clearly use the word in a totally different sense though 
common to us, it is clearly that what is generated by our reason, ingenuity or capacity of intellect. 
Having said that, one might review the previous statement and claim that Hume is to be understood in 
his own terms. In this respect it is vital to make it clear that common understanding can arise only when 
convergence on common definition of the terms happens. It is also interesting to note that the 
construction of an argument happens through and via providing the reader with the clarification and 
definition of the terms in the sense it is uses and understood by the author. In this regard the reader 
might reasonably disagree with the truthfulness of an argument on the basis of the fallacy in relation 
between ideas the argument proposes. Fundamental disagreement can arise on the matter of definition 
of the terms, for as to give a definition to a word is to provide sentences consisting of other words and 
notions, that also have their definition, that must cohere and make sense. In fact every argument is to 
be boiled down to uncovering true meaning of the words in order not to be deluded by the falsehood. 
And since we are all humans endowed with and possessing the same faculties and properties we are 
incapable of perceiving and being impressed by the environment in a different way with only variance in 
subjective physiology. Meaning, that we experience heaviness in the same way though, the same object 
can be heavy for one and light for another.  
It can be painful to face the truth, as for a heroin addict to get over the cold turkey, therefore it is wrong 
to make a clear cut generalisation that it is the vices that elicit painful feelings and consequential 
judgement of disapproval, as a pain barrier can be also different from person to person. Immoral and 
unethical deed, an action or behaviour, inaction or omission is that which is harmful, detrimental or 
unhealthy for oneself, others, society or the environment (nature), and that infringes on human dignity; 
subjective judgement of pleasure or pain are irrelevant in these respect. Hume is right that at an 
immediate instant moment it is the passions and sentiments (feeling of pleasure or pain) that can give 
rise to judgements, however whether they are morally correct or not is subject to revision of a healthy 
reasoning man. 
                                                          
24 late 14c., "archetype of a thing in the mind of God; Platonic `idea,'" from L. idea "idea," and in Platonic 
philosophy "archetype," from Gk. idea "ideal prototype," lit. "the look of a thing (as opposed to the 
reality); form; kind, sort, nature," from idein "to see," from PIE *wid-es-ya-, suffixed form of root *weid-
 "to see" (see vision). Sense of "result of thinking" first recorded 1640s. www.etymonline.com 
20 
 
For Hume artificial virtues are the ones that are dependent on convention of public interest. However it 
is disputable whether anything can be regarded as artificial, for as we are the product of nature and 
nature itself and therefore everything a human comes up and synthesises, which only happens thanks to 
our artifice and ingenuity, is a product of nature. One might say in this regard that it is impossible for a 
human to affect the nature (environment) as he is one with it, however an example of a cancer disease 
tells us that even nature can glitch, it is vital to note here that human being is able and ought to be 
aware of his own actions. In the big picture of course every glitch is in consistency and coherence with 
the laws of nature, there is an objective reason and a cause behind every effect. In fact human nature is 
social and his habitat is society. 
Justice for Hume is indispensable from institution of property. A murder for Hume is not virtuous then, 
but does not contradicts the idea of justice. Legal system of justice today includes judicial system, where 
a person is prosecuted for crime, such for Hume does not include a murder. Or am i getting it wrong? 
Reciprocity is mutually, equivalently benefiting exchange of feelings or goods, when one gets in return 
inequivalent value the exchange is not reciprocal. Conventions bind due to recognition of mutual 
reciprocal benefit. If distribution of property is unequal it is not reciprocal, in this case conventions 
should not bind. For Hume if there were no private property there would be no injustice. To the authors 
of the report private property is the exercise of injustice in the first place, for there is not such right that 
would legitimise the private property. According to Hume one has a right to benefit from the property of 
another and that other respectively, but then it appears that property ceases to be private. Executive 
authority, legislative power and judicial authority all approve and legitimise each other. If their job is to 
secure the system of private property and reinforce it via education it happens that their job is to secure 
the cause and possibility of injustice, which must be in their interest then. Many philosophers seek to 
inquire into the origin and cause of private property in order to justify or explain the right for it, maybe 
it is more useful to look at the effect and the results of the exercise of it in order to see that such right is 
unjust. Clearly the Hume’s understanding of justice is at variance with democratic one for as it must be 
in citizens’ power to question legitimacy of the rules and laws they are to respect and live according to. 
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Rawls explained 
Key idea of Rawls is Justice as fairness – a shorthand way of describing the acceptable-to-all perspectives 
and impartial procedures of the original position, the result of which is to be judged as a fairly decided 
one. 
“Rawls criticises utilitarianism on the grounds that it cannot provide a satisfactory account of the basic 
rights and liberties of citizens as free and equal persons, which is a requirement of absolutely first 
importance for an account of democratic institutions.”25  
First principle: equal basic liberties 
Every individual citizen has two fundamental capacities or powers and, correspondingly, two “higher 
order interest” in realisation of those capacities.  
"Each person has (i) an interest in being able to formulate, revise and live according to some particular 
conception of good, and (ii) an interest in exercising his or her “sense of justice” and being motivated by 
it, providing others do so as well.”26 
This idea of two powers and corresponding interests are used by Rawls for grounding the elaboration of 
the concrete basic liberties that each citizen is to have equally. 
“Liberties” – ways of acting or of not being injured - should be among basic constitutional rights. 
First Liberties are means for achieving first interest. Liberty of conscience and freedom of personal 
association as examples of liberties justified under the first interest. For as people should be able to live 
according to their own particular determinate conception of the good. 
Second interest is freedom of speech and political assembly. 
Rights to bodily integrity are necessary to the full nourishment of the liberties justified in the “two 
fundamental cases” 
Basic liberties and rights, like the conception of the constitution of which they are a part, are not 
founded on “basic (or natural) rights”. Rather, “the foundation of these is in the conceptions of the 
person and of social cooperation most likely to be congenial to the public political culture of a modern 
democratic society”. Each person has an equal claim to a fully adequate scheme of equal basic rights 
                                                          
25 Rex Martin as in Boucher and Kelly p.557 
26 Ibid 558 
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and liberties, which scheme is compatible with the same scheme for all; and in this scheme the equal 
political liberties [e.g. right to vote and to campaign], and only those liberties, are to be guaranteed their 
fair value” 
Second principle: distributive economic justice27  
People have different natural endowments and are born into different social circumstances. These 
factors, that no one is responsible for in their own case, powerfully affect a person’s life prospects, 
advantageously for some and disadvantageously for others. 
1. Democratic equality of opportunity – conceived as the taking of remedial steps, conscientiously, 
to reduce the initial differential in advantages that accrues to individuals, arbitrary from their 
starting point in life; to make sure so far as possible that everyone has basic capabilities required 
to be contributing members of society. 
However since equality of opportunity in regards to starting points can never be achieved, reduction of 
the inequality of resultant outcomes is required. 
2.  Principle of everyone’s mutual benefit, constrained by the idea that there are several mutually 
improving options available. 
3. The option that reduces resultant inequality of outcome should be chosen 
The object of the three stage project is to minimize the gap and inequality between persons taking into 
account starting points and results.  
Original position28 
Rawls uses contactarian method of justification. One of its features is the idea that the parties to the 
contract are placed behind a thick veil of ignorance – where parties’ reasoning is instructed by ignoring 
their own particular traits, where they are unaware of (or ignore) their actual place in society, to be 
unaware of their society’s place in history or in institutional evolution and so on. The point of the 
metaphor “veil of ignorance” is that the parties should remove sources of bias and irrelevance from 
their deliberations. 
Accordingly selected principles of justice such as liberties (distribution of opportunities, income, and 
wealth – to individuals) need to be clear and intelligible to all – this Rawls calls publicity requirement. 
Principles need to be accepted unanimously. Original position is an arena for deliberation and decision 
                                                          
27 Ibid 559 
28 Ibid p560 
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about principles of justice; its various features are meant to frame and constrain the debate about such 
principles. The idea is to set up a fair procedure so that any principles agreed to will be just. 
Two roles of original position 
First is to serve as a screening device for the candidate principles, taken from historically available 
theories of justice, where moral egoism is to be ruled out, from any further consideration, by the 
features of the original position. By screening some principles are to be filtered out other might remain 
in contention after being examined under the conditions set by publicity, unanimity, the veil of 
ignorance and so on. Principles can be formulated and argued for under the constraints of the original 
position. 
Second main function involves ranking of the competing candidate principles that remain eligible after 
screening, where parties rely on the balance of reason to choose the best suited ones. 
The main feature of original position is the veil of ignorance. “Uncertainty about starting point and 
outcomes of any given individual characterise deliberations in the original position, where individuals 
are called upon to construct and then chose the principles of justice that they would prefer to 
determine the basic structure of their society in which they are to spend their entire lives.”29 
Mutual benefit argument30  
No one would prefer disadvantageous deviations. Deviations advantageous to all would survive the veto 
in deliberations. It would be rational in the eyes of each to allow mutually beneficial changes for each 
and all with no losses. Equal status of parties involved in deliberations respectively requires to have 
equal claim to shares of primary goods.  
Behind the veil of ignorance each person has a veto, so that a worst controllable outcome for any of 
them is the best of the available set of worst outcomes.  
Maximin – maximizing the minimum argument is generated by the main competing principles under 
review – justice as fairness on one hand and its strongest competitor, the principle of maximising 
average utility. 
The difference principle is driven by not by an idea of a minimum that people which to get over, but by 
an idea of reciprocity of continual mutual benefit as constrained by egalitarianism. 
                                                          
29 Ibid p562 
30 ibid 
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Political liberalism31  
Assuring political stability in pluralist multicultural social environment. 
The leading ideas out of which the political conception of justice is to be constructed, and by reference 
to which it is to be justified are implicit in the public political culture of contemporary democratic 
society. The principles that are supported by democratic ideas, given the balance of reason and upon 
reflection, are the most appropriate ones with respect to democratic starting point itself.  
Principles of justice as political principles 
Family of principles 
1.  certain familiar rights liberties and opportunities are to be signalled out and specified and 
maintained; 
2.   a certain priority is to be given to these rights, etc. over against “the claims  of the general 
good [understood aggregatively] and of perfectionist values”;  
3.  measures to help citizens make effective use of these rights, etc., by having an adequate base 
of income and wealth, are to be set in place. 
The family of liberal principles are well designed to specify an acceptable distribution of primary goods 
in the context of existing democratic political arrangements. Democratic principles are presumably 
shared to a large degree of fellow citizens. 
“Freestanding” justification of political conception is endorsed from the perspective points of view of a 
variety of comprehensive ethical doctrines such as Kant’s moral theory or Mill’s utilitarianism, and 
religious doctrines such as contemporary Catholic Christianity. 
Political conception as supported by freestanding justification is a focal point – a module that fits and is 
supported by various reasonably comprehensive doctrines. Political conception should rather be 
established independently of direct considerations of such doctrines. 
Another line of justification of political conception flows from within the confines of a variety of 
comprehensive views. Political conception counts as a nearest practical approximation or at least a 
feasible real world exemplification of the comprehensive view in question. Or political conception is said 
merely to be compatible or incompatible with the comprehensive doctrine in question. 
Overlapping consensus32  
                                                          
31 Ibid p565 
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It is possible to move from a political modus Vivendi Consensus to a consensus over a detailed set of 
constitutional essentials, the features of which all citizens may reasonably be expected to endorse. 
In a modus Vivendi, certain principles and practices are accepted as a way for people to live together 
without constant fighting and disruption. In modus Vivendi people have only one idea in common: the 
fear of worse alternative. Public principles of justice go beyond modus Vivendi. 
Overlapping consensus arises where the bulk of citizens could affirm, upon reflection and given 
experience, that the governing principles and institutional essentials of the public political conception 
were compatible with the various comprehensive moral religious and philosophical doctrines they 
individually held. Here citizens don’t regard the perspectives they have individually as incompatible, in 
general or in principle, with the institutional essential of the society. Overlapping consensus ensures 
stability for the right moral reasons. A public political consensus, simply on its own, is always a 
consensus within and from public reasons. 
The goal of critical moral justification is to give freestanding political justification the particular kind of 
moral grounding that it otherwise lacks. 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
32 Ibid p.566 
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Rawls discussed 
Rawls is of the conception that essentials and principles of justice as well as morals are to be established 
this way that everybody agrees to it – collectively, consensually and unanimously as well as the arena 
for deliberations and debates initially. Today the arena for the deliberations and political debate is 
already happens in a determined frame and on particular terms which are not subject to revision. The 
ones who want to participate in the debates have to accept and thereby agree with the conditions set 
by the self professed political establishment within which the discussion is to happen. The ones who do 
not approve the scheme on its grounds have no other choice but to remain in abstention from any 
voting and any political participation otherwise it would signify their compliance.  
Justice for Rawls is one with fairness. In fact it is given as a synonym in translation to other language. 
Justice cannot be separated from fairness they complement each other by definition. For Rawls it 
congenial with and stands for equality and freedom in exercising and application of the notions in 
practice not just in vocabulary or just on the paper. Today we have equal right to vote but no freedom 
to decide in which framework the voting is to be executed or whether this practice is needed at all. The 
practice of voting for one or another political party results in one party taking over the seats of the 
previous, in other words they simply replace each other, and the rest juncture and state of affairs 
remains the same. Everyone requires moral justice and fairness and not anything else, and it never has 
been achieved with the help of the government throughout the history. How can a judicial system 
exercise and obtain a right judgement in the conditions of socio-political system and circumstances that 
are not just but that they themselves approve by their practice? How can one be prosecuted for stealing 
if he has been put into conditions of life as of his birth that inevitably led to the “Crime”. It is a crime to 
doom and condemn a person to unlawful action when it is in the power of the authority and their duty 
to prevent it by not creating the preconditions for such.  
Overlapping consensus is not a fiction, simply because we have a language, which it would be impossible 
to communicate via, unless we had the same in common. If we fail to agree on one definition and 
understanding of a word or a notion, if we hold different conceptions of the same thing we are not able 
to communicate. For as the language is already developed as the medium for transcending information 
then the bases consensus has been established. Though the discourse can be manipulated and people 
can be taught to hold particular conceptions of the notions, such people can be made to believe in what 
is good or what is bad from them. For example people can be taught to believe in and implement 
eugenics as a righteous practice disregarding the kin and ‘natural’ sentiments which are just not 
cultivated in the psycho of a person in this case.  
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Crisis of culture?   
Discussion 
In this project ‘culture’ is understood and used in a sense of the cultivation of the soul morals in the 
society and individual. The authors of the project nevertheless recognize that culture can be seen as the 
set of the customs, norms, belief system and common values of the community. Culture is a universal 
phenomena for as every society and community is order to organize activities cooperatively have to 
develop the norms in accordance to the morality in order to be stable and sustainable. Need to be noted 
that culture is distinct from civility or civilization. A ‘primitive’ society may be not highly civilized in 
comparison to the society of a modern technocratic state but is always cultural. Highly civilized societies 
on the other hand may be not totally cultural in a strict sense of the word (as it is defined above). 
The claim and the argument of the report follows that contemporary global society is not cultural. This 
argument rests on the premises that contemporary global society (each state independently and all 
taken together) exercises and implement practices and secure them by policies that are immoral and 
detrimental for human well being and health.  
Culture grows out from the norms and activities of people of the collective which get translated into and 
get secured by legal acts of the government. However the government being only a regulative 
institution has to by its mission prevent deteriorative practices from being implemented, and debar 
corrupting behavioral norms and habits from being developed into inveterate and into ingrained. The 
argument follows that today some unethical activities are so deep-rooted in our ‘culture’ that people 
and government inclusively fail to recognize them as such. 
Examples of unethical and unjust practices  
Poisons such as alcohol and tobacco are allowed for consumption. Genetically modified food and food 
grown on chemically fertilized soil which affects health is available for consumption. It can be argued 
under the democratic and liberal principles that a person has a right for freedom of conscience. But first 
a person needs to be provided with the means by which he is able to cultivate his conscience. And 
secondly conscience by definition is not free from morality but one with it (conscience is a moral 
sensibility).  After all a person might be in the circumstances when he has not got any other choice apart 
from the one he can afford financially. It appears that a persons’ liberty is limited. Can it be regarded as 
an infringement on personal right of freedom and equality for as he is left with no choice but to commit 
an immoral deed? Is it an infringement to human dignity in the first place when he is put in such 
circumstances that lead to the choice of his inevitable disruption of health? Is it ethically correct to 
condemn a person to such life situation and prospects that result in his actions sometimes 
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unpremeditatedly being harmful to himself. Socrates would probably say that such actions spring out 
from ignorance. True. But government is also an educative institution. Some might continue the debate 
and justify production of genetically modified and unhealthy food by the requirement to meet the rising 
demand and to battle starvation. However one might provide a counterargument saying that famine is 
caused due to unequal distribution of resources (in some countries people suffer from obesity- which is 
subject to consideration in regards to principles of morality) which in its turn caused by liberal 
deregulated economy based on trade and competition which causes inequality among countries and 
among its subjects. In such course of events the rich prosper and poor remain destitute. And inequality 
as it is identified by Rawls is necessary component of justice and fairness. And if human rights are there 
to cover each and all equally then it is the duty of global politics to achieve it.  
Child labour is caused again by the conditions these children are growing in (or rather degenerating their 
potential in). They have to work in order to earn for their subsistence, or because there is nothing else 
to do for them.  And we are contributing to such state of affairs unintentionally due to our ignorance 
when we buy coffee, clothes chocolate or what have you.  And such conditions are caused by global 
economy for us and for them. 
Trade on its own as a notion and practice need to be reconsidered in accordance with essentials of 
justice. Its main aim is profit and accumulation of wealth contrary to fair exchange and distribution of 
resources and goods where everyone benefits equally. Competition is to be revised as well. For as the 
motive behind the competition is becoming the best at something not just proficient and good. There is 
nothing wrong with comes into existence naturally as a way of orienting and evaluation of oneself in 
relation to another. But when competition in children and individuals is reinforced through appreciation 
of the best only it may result in individualism and egoism, what is worse is that it may grow out of fair 
terms being driven by the whish or desire to be simply the best. Use of doping at sport events is not a 
rare practice. It appears that some sportsmen discipline the body but not the mind. 
Private property to some commentators (Rousseau) is the cause of inequality as it restricted only to 
private use of the rights holder and leaves the indigent in the need. The argument of legality of private 
property requires a substantial investigation (see previous project).  
Environmental pollution and not recycling the waste which endangers the habitat and lives of species 
including human is caused by negligence and lack of conscientiousness. Final point to draw attention to 
in this brief list of habits (for as they are so embedded in our common sense and behavior) is wars which 
are perfected to the degree of “art”. This aspect of today’s “social relation” only reinforces the 
argument that the whole humanity is so deeply bogged down and wallowed in the ignorance that war is 
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regarded as the only way to stay protected and secured. We are securing ourselves from the others, 
aliens, when we first need to protect ourselves from ourselves.  
Crisis of culture? Yes! And it has been this way throughout the history; the recorded history is history of 
wars and conflict. Crisis of conscience? No! It is the absence of conscience. It is not cultivated. And what 
is threatening and endangering even more is that there seem to be no fertile soil for it. One might say 
that selfishness, anger and aggression is in human nature, we would say it is not so, for as they 
deteriorate and downgrade human nature to the level of brutes, it is the nature of brutes. 
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Into the future  
Conclusive meditation 
Men should try to comprehend the underlying coherence of thing: it is expressed in the Logos, the 
formula or element of arrangement common to all thins.33 
Provided with such view on the state of affairs involuntarily a question is posed about the prospects for 
the future. Pessimist position would be that everything would remain as it always used to be. Such point 
of view inclines us at least to create a better world in our imagination. Fantasy can help to abstract 
oneself from the terror of the reality.  
The solution will not come from the governments. They are bailing out the banks and financial sector 
which created the economic crisis in the first place. We are not specialist in economics and are unaware 
of how it works we are only aware of how it does not. Politicians’ vocabulary and discourse might sound 
but remains an idle talk. So, the government is not an option.  
Reform of an educational system might work if it is going to educate and cultivate in people a true 
knowledge, for as it is only the true knowledge which does not result in immoral actions. Providing the 
people solely with specialized skills and knowledge of a craft without fostering morality, results, as it is 
seen today, in people making products designed to kill either slowly or instantly. However, such 
reformation is to originate from the government, in which we have no faith. 
Another possible solution might come from the providence of the word if people start to inquire into a 
true meaning of them. A word cannot escape its true meaning however ably you try to veil it. For as to 
know at least one word it ought to be defined for which the whole language is needed. It had happened 
in history at least ones already with facilitation of the invention of a printing press which sprung out in 
reformation of the church and further enlightenment, that time it was the word of god that spread. 
Today it is the world wide web of internet that could serve as a catalyst. Magic remains a fantasy. But if 
improving changes are to happen they need to come from the people of the world. Enough is said the 
language is there and has always been. Time to act and be the change you want to see in the world.  
                                                          
33 Heraclitus; by Kirk,G.S. et al 
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